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PREAMBLE 
 
As members of the Los Osos community, we recognize the need to address the pollution 
of our aquifer and the Morro Bay Estuary, and are committed to building a wastewater 
treatment project that supports that end.  
 
We are working on behalf of our entire community in the development of a Pro/ Con 
analysis of various project alternatives, which will be based on clear, objective and 
accurate information.  
 
We encourage community input and participation. We will share that input with the 
County team and incorporate it in our efforts.  
 
 

CORE VALUES 
 

• Affordability 
• Sustainability 
• Flexibility  
• Environmental Stewardship 
• Community  
• Controllability  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Following are the criteria arranged by wastewater project components that the Technical Advisory 
Committee will be using for their pro/con analysis of the Draft Fine Screening Report. 
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EFFULENT DISPOSAL/WATER RESOURCES 

 
Engineering & Water Resources 

Level of control over disposal options, multi-faceted approach that does not depend on 3rd parties. 
Cost of various disposal options. 
Retain water in the basin for sustainability and increased yield. 
Seawater intrusion mitigated. 
Water Purveyors input and acceptance. 
Stakeholders input and acceptance. 
Energy 

 
Environment 

Construction disturbance 
Impact on biological resources 
Community impact 
System failure 
Land use compatibility 
Surface water quality 
Effluent quality 
Aquifer recharge 
Saltwater intrusion 

 
Financial 

Capital Costs: 
 Land acquisition 
 Construction costs 
 Road impacts 
 Cost for individual hook-up 

Cost of future upgrades 
Potential environmental mitigation costs 

Operations & Maintenance Costs 
 Energy requirements 
 Labor, materials, overhead 
 Cost of solids handling/ disposal 
 Projected schedule for repairs, replacements, and maintenance 
Financial Risk Factors 
 Construction risks associated with archeological and biological impacts 
 Costs relating to system failure risks 
  Cost of achieving groundwater balance  

Cost of potential repairs resulting from natural disasters (earthquake, flood) 
 Risk of inflated costs and uncertainty of 3rd party handling and/or participation 
Funding Factors 
 Eligibility for best financing (rate, terms, engineering constraints, flexibility, timing) 
 Grant eligibility, attractiveness 
 Conducive to 3rd party financial participation  

Potential for revenue generation 
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TREATMENT TECHNOLOGY 

 
Engineering & Water Resources 

Flexibility of treatment process to meet future needs and regulations. 
Demonstrated reliability of process. 
Effect of process on bio-solids production. 
Cost consideration, replacement, operation and maintenance. 
Energy. 

 
Environment 

Construction disturbance 
Impact on biological resources 
Community impact 
System failure 
Impact on archaeological resources 
Energy use 

 
Financial 

Capital Costs: 
 Land acquisition 
 Construction costs 
 Road impacts 
 Cost for individual hook-up 

Cost of future upgrades 
Potential environmental mitigation costs 

Operations & Maintenance Costs 
 Energy requirements 
 Labor, materials, overhead 
 Cost of solids handling/ disposal 
 Projected schedule for repairs, replacements, and maintenance 
Financial Risk Factors 
 Construction risks associated with archeological and biological impacts 
 Costs relating to system failure risks 
  Cost of achieving groundwater balance  

Cost of potential repairs resulting from natural disasters (earthquake, flood) 
 Risk of inflated costs and uncertainty of 3rd party handling and/or participation 
Funding Factors 
 Eligibility for best financing (rate, terms, engineering constraints, flexibility, timing) 
 Grant eligibility, attractiveness 
 Conducive to 3rd party financial participation  

Potential for revenue generation 
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BIO-SOLIDS TREATMENT & DISPOSAL 

 
Engineering & Water Resources 

Maintain control of disposal process. 
Flexibility of bio-solid process and disposal. 
Nuisance assessment of bio-solids process and disposal. 
Cost of process facilities, operations and maintenance, and ultimate disposal. 
Energy 

 
Environment 

Volume 
Class 
Community impact 
Traffic 

 
Financial 

Capital Costs: 
 Land acquisition 
 Construction costs 
 Road impacts 
 Cost for individual hook-up 

Cost of future upgrades 
Potential environmental mitigation costs 

Operations & Maintenance Costs 
 Energy requirements 
 Labor, materials, overhead 
 Cost of solids handling/ disposal 
 Projected schedule for repairs, replacements, and maintenance 
Financial Risk Factors 
 Construction risks associated with archeological and biological impacts 
 Costs relating to system failure risks 
  Cost of achieving groundwater balance  

Cost of potential repairs resulting from natural disasters (earthquake, flood) 
 Risk of inflated costs and uncertainty of 3rd party handling and/or participation 
Funding Factors 
 Eligibility for best financing (rate, terms, engineering constraints, flexibility, timing) 
 Grant eligibility, attractiveness 
 Conducive to 3rd party financial participation  

Potential for revenue generation 
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TREATMENT PLANT SITE 

 
Engineering & Water Resources 

Sufficient in size to meet environmental and potential future expansion needs. 
Minimize fluid transport costs. 
Minimize land costs, to include environmental mitigation costs. 
Site conditions with regards to constructability. 
 

Environment 
Construction disturbance 
Community impact 
Impact on biological resources 
System failure risk 
Impact on archaeological resources 
Land use compatibility 
Growth Inducement 

 
Financial 

Capital Costs: 
 Land acquisition 
 Construction costs 
 Road impacts 
 Cost for individual hook-up 

Cost of future upgrades 
Potential environmental mitigation costs 

Operations & Maintenance Costs 
 Energy requirements 
 Labor, materials, overhead 
 Cost of solids handling/ disposal 
 Projected schedule for repairs, replacements, and maintenance 
Financial Risk Factors 
 Construction risks associated with archeological and biological impacts 
 Costs relating to system failure risks 
  Cost of achieving groundwater balance  

Cost of potential repairs resulting from natural disasters (earthquake, flood) 
 Risk of inflated costs and uncertainty of 3rd party handling and/or participation 
Funding Factors 
 Eligibility for best financing (rate, terms, engineering constraints, flexibility, timing) 
 Grant eligibility, attractiveness 
 Conducive to 3rd party financial participation  

Potential for revenue generation 
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COLLECTION SYSTEM 
 
Engineering & Water Resources 

Life cycle costs. 
Design life. 
Property impact for both private and public properties. 
Reliability of System. 
Environmental impact of system. 
Infiltration and inflow potential. 
Energy. 

 
Environment 

Construction disturbance 
Impact on biological resources 
Community impact 
System failure risk 
Impact on archaeological resources 

 
Financial 

Capital Costs: 
 Land acquisition 
 Construction costs 
 Road impacts 
 Cost for individual hook-up 

Cost of future upgrades 
Potential environmental mitigation costs 

Operations & Maintenance Costs 
 Energy requirements 
 Labor, materials, overhead 
 Cost of solids handling/ disposal 
 Projected schedule for repairs, replacements, and maintenance 
Financial Risk Factors 
 Construction risks associated with archeological and biological impacts 
 Costs relating to system failure risks 
  Cost of achieving groundwater balance  

Cost of potential repairs resulting from natural disasters (earthquake, flood) 
 Risk of inflated costs and uncertainty of 3rd party handling and/or participation 
Funding Factors 
 Eligibility for best financing (rate, terms, engineering constraints, flexibility, timing) 
 Grant eligibility, attractiveness 
 Conducive to 3rd party financial participation  

Potential for revenue generation 
 

 



Project website: www.slocounty.ca.gov/PW/LOWWP 
Project email address: LOWWP@co.slo.ca.us 

 
Meeting Minutes                       Monday, May 7, 2007 

 
 
1) Call to Order/Roll Call: Approximately 12:05 pm, Chairman Garfinkel calls the 

meeting to order.  Absent: John Fouche. 
 
2) Agenda Item 1, Approval of Meeting Minutes from April 23, 2007: Two public 

comments on correction to minutes.  Dave Duggan prefers the phrase “constructed 
wetlands” instead of “terminal wetlands” in regards to his comments.  George Taylor 
points out the misspelling of his name.  Bob Semonsen motions to accept 
minutes with corrections, John Brady seconds, Marshall Ochylski abstains.  
Motion carries. 

 
3) Agenda Item 2, Chairperson’s Comments and Working Group Reports:  

Opening comments by Chairman Bill Garfinkel.  Announces Don Asquith’s 
resignation from the advisory committee.  The County will begin the process of 
recruiting for his replacement.  Discusses public meetings of working groups, 
advisory committee consideration of public comments and input, and the need for 
more public outreach.  Discusses development of criteria for the pro/con analysis 
and the wastewater project alternatives review process.  Announces the delay of the 
Draft Fine Screening Report, due in part to written comments and suggestions from 
Dr. George Tchobanoglous.  The Project Team will be meeting with him later this 
week to discuss his comments and revise the Draft Fine Screening Report as 
necessary. 

 
a.   Environmental working group: Discussion and written summary of items from 

April 26, 2007 and May 3, 2007 working group meetings along with their 
suggestions for unified core values (attached). 

b. Engineering working group: Discussion and written summary of items from April 
27, 2007 and May 4, 2007 working group meetings (attached).  

c.  Financial working group: Discussion and written summary of items from May 7, 
2007 working group meeting (attached). 

 
Advisory committee discusses combining core values from individual working groups 
to come up with a set of overall core values for the advisory committee.  Russell 
Westmann suggests adding “controllability” to the core values.  Advisory committee 
discusses the meaning of “community” and “sustainability”.  Final preamble and core 
values to be approved at the next meeting. 
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Advisory committee discusses how to utilize the criteria.  The advisory committee 
working groups to review and reformat their criteria, incorporate public comments, 
and present them at the next advisory committee meeting for approval. 
 
Public comment on Agenda Item 2: 
Dave Duggan: Discussion of project costs for component alternatives such as direct 
injection.  Discussion of case studies and their relevance to Los Osos.  Discussion of 
evaluation of project alternatives and their relationship with successful Prop 218. 
 
Ann Calhoun: Discussion of “fatal flaws” as criteria.  Discussion of policy impacts 
related to projects with “fatal flaws”. 
 
Al Barrow: (submitted written comments on STEP collection and Pond Treatment – 
attached).  Discussion of format of pro/con analysis.  Discussion of finance working 
group listing “risk” as a criteria. 
 
John Michener: Discussion of treatment facility siting, Prop 218 process and 
advisory survey.  Discussion of informing property owners who live outside the 
Prohibition Zone. 
 
George Taylor: Discussion of water supply and reuse issues.  Discussion of 
affordability, sustainability, and flexibility in the core values. 
 
Lawson Schaller: Discussion of affordability, energy, growth and flexibility in the 
Criteria and core values.  Discussion of the format of the Draft Fine Screening 
Report to be made available to the public.  Request for the email the County 
received from George Tchobanoglous to be made available to the public. 
 
Richard Margetson: Discussion of affordability in the core values.  Discussion of 
“significant pollution” statement in the preamble.  Discussion of “offset” as criteria. 
 
Jon Arcuni: Discussion of AB 2701 and the County’s the right to build outside the 
LOCSD district boundaries. 
 
Advisory committee response to public comment: Discussion of Rough Screening 
Report for fatal flaw analysis.  Committee agrees to add affordability to the list of 
core values.  County agrees to post George Tchobanoglous’s comments on project 
website.  Discussion of significance of sea water intrusion as a pollutant.  Discussion 
of County authority to construct wastewater facilities under AB 2701.  No action 
taken. 

 
4) Date of next advisory committee meeting: Tuesday, May 15, 2007 at 7:00 pm in Los 

Osos at the South Bay Community Center. 
 
5) Meeting adjourns at approximately 2:30 pm. 
 





















SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Financial Working Group 
 
 
 

NOTES from Public Meeting held on 4/24/07 
 
Bill Garfinkel and the County staff led the public Financial Working Group meeting, where 
various questions and concerns were raised by the public. Most public comments fell into four 
categories: Criteria and Core Values, Financing, Prop 218 and the Advisory Votes, and the 
County’s process. These questions and comments will be carefully captured and considered by 
the group’s future efforts, particularly in the process of developing the Pro/ Con analysis of the 
upcoming Fine Screening Report.   
 
Some concern was also raised about the format of this meeting. Several people urged the group 
to hold future public meetings in the same manner that they would conduct their discussions in a 
non-public setting. The group appreciated the community’s input and will take all comments into 
serious consideration.  
 
 
 
NOTES from the Financial Working Group meeting on Monday, 5/7/07 
 

1. It was noted and encouraged to research information on the internet relating to various 
sewer systems, their actual costs and experience. 

2. The criteria and the format for the Pros and Cons were discussed and drafted. 
3. We reviewed public comments from the 4/24 meeting. While financing efforts will come 

after a project has been selected, there are some financing factors that will affect the Pro/ 
Con cost analysis.  

4. Paavo provided an update regarding the possible actions to be taken by the RWQCB to 
issue blanket CAOs, and the potential efforts of the SLO Board of Supervisors to address 
these efforts. The Supervisors will consider issuing a letter to the RWQCB at their 
meeting on 5/8/07. 

5. There was a discussion of the potential project alternatives; how construction might be 
phased; and how the costs could be spread equitably.  

6. Until legal advisors and the Assessment Engineer have reached their conclusions, we will 
not know precisely how the Prop 218 vote will be conducted.  

 
Our next meeting will take place on Thursday, 5/10 at 9:00 AM in Los Osos. 
 
























